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Applicant initiatdd Interview Request Form 



Applicalion No.: 10/728,289 
Examiner: Nelson C. Lam 

Tentative Participants: 
(l)OwenJ. Gamon 
(3) 

Proposed Date of Intennew: 5/3/2006 

Type of Interview Requested: 

(1 ) pC] Telephonic (2) [ ] Personal 

Exhibit to Be Shown or Demonstrated Q YES 
If yes, provide brief description: 



First Named Applicant: Robert F. Lembach 
Art Unit: 2826 Status of Application: Rejected 



(2) Nelson C. Lam 
(4) 



Proposed Time: 2:00 (PM) EDT 



(3) [ ] Video Conference 
[X]No 



Issues to Be Discussed 



issues 

(Rej.. ObJ., etc) 

1) 102, 103 

2) 112 
3) 



Claims/ 
Fig. #s 

1,7. 11, 17 
1.7,15 



Prior 
Art 



Discussed 



[] 
[] 



Agreed 



[] 
{] 
[] 



Not Agreed 



[] 
[] 
II 



[X] Continuatfon Sheet Attached 

Brief Description of Arguments to be Presented: See attached continuation sheet 

An interview was conducted on the above-Identified application on 

MPEP 7n O?)^ ^^"'^ ^ completed by applicant and submitted to the examiner in advance of the interview (see 

This applic^on will not be delayed from issue because of applicant's faBure to submit a written record of this 
mteryiew. Therefore, applicant is advised to file a statement of the substance of this interview (37 CFR 1 . 1 33 b» as 
soon as Dossinle. » ^ ^ ^ \ // 
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Typed/Printed Name of Applicant or Representative 
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Serial No: 10/728,289 Agenda 
Docket: ROC920030229US1 

1. 35 use 102 and 103: Why are claims 1-6 allowable but claims 7-20 rejected since all 
the elements of clami I are also included in independent claims 7, 1 1. and 1 7? That is 

♦movmg an mverting buffer from a source to a sink in anetlist if the source is to send * 
both mvMtmg and non-inverting signals fiom the source to the sink." which is allowable 
in claim 1 is also present in rejected claims 7, 1 1 , and 1 7. 

2. Clain^l-10and 15are rejected under 35U.S.C. 112 because "in claim 1, where is the 
ongm of the mvertmg and non-inverting signal." 

Claim 1 recites "the source is to send both inverting and non-inverting signals 
tt^'^ol^r™"''* *° inverting and non-inverting signals is 

3. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 because "it is unclear how the inverting and 
non-mvertmg signals relate to the rest of the claim." 

The source (referenced in the "means for finding" and the "means for removing" 
in claim 7) sends the inverting and non-inverting signals, so the inverting and non- 
mvertmg signals are related to the "means for finding" and the "means for removing." 

«^ The "means for adding" in claim 7 recites that the inverting signals are sent on the 
first route that connects the source to the sink, and the non-inv^g signals are sent on 
the second route from the source to the sink, so the inverting and non-inverting signals 
are related to the "means for adding." 

Thus, the inverting and non-inverting signals relate to all elements m claim 7. 

4. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12 because "the specification does not clarify 
how the source and sink are in a chip without flooiplans." 

Why are the sections of the specification recited in the previously-filed 
amendment insufiicient? 

For example Figures 2A and 2B Dlustrate a flooiplanned chip while, in contrast. 
Figures 3A and 3B illustrate a chip without floorplans, which is fiiither supported by 
page 14, mes 9-10, page 14, line 22 through page 16. line 21. page 16, lines 22-23, and 
page 17, hne 5 through page 20, bne 1. i- e . , 
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